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The ACM Special Interest Group on Security, Audit and Control (SIGSAC) invites the 

community to submit papers for consideration as Research Highlights (RH) in the 

Communications of the ACM (CACM). The RH section reprints highly significant results to 

ensure broad visibility within the computer science community. A successful nomination 

requires a strong, novel research contribution and a quality that distinguishes the work from 

other results in the field. Furthermore, the topic must interest a wide audience beyond a 

specialized niche. SIGSAC reviews submissions on a quarterly cycle and selects a subset of 

papers annually for formal nomination to the CACM editorial board.  Below, we detail the 

nomination process and summarize the steps of the entire publication process. 

 

1)​ Which conferences/meetings can candidate papers be selected from? 

●​ ACM CCS 

●​ ACM SACMAT 

●​ ACM ASIACCS  

●​ ACM WiSec ACM CODASPY  

●​ ACM journal: ACM TOPS  

●​ SIGSAC-conference co-located workshops with a coherent presence for at least 10 

years and an acceptance of at least 15 papers/year (such as AISec (since 2008), CCSW 

(since 2009), WPES (since 2002) (e.g., for CCS-related workshops see here) 

 

Non-ACM/Non-SIGSAC conferences (IEEE S&P, USENIX Security, ISOC NDSS) may be 

considered, but do not need to be pursued actively (need licensing/publication agreements).  
 

2)​ What selection process do we use? 

We intend to establish a standing committee (the SIGSAC CACM Research Highlights 

Committee) to select papers to nominate, comprised of the following people, each serving a 

two-year term (with an initial serving term of one year for ASIACCS, WiSec, and CODASPY, so 

that not everybody’s term expires at the same time): 

●​ one member of the SIGSAC Executive Committee (Chair) 

●​ SIGSAC Chair (ex officio member) 

●​ a steering committee member of each of the five SIGSAC conferences (can be the 

conference steering committee chair or a delegate from the steering committee, but 

needs to be approved by the EC) 

●​ a member at large appointed by the SIGSAC EC to cover the co-located workshops, 

journal(s), and other venues eligible to propose  

 

This procedure got inspired by the SIGPLAN CACM Research Highlights Nomination Proposal 
(https://www.sigplan.org/sites/default/files/CACM-nominating-committee-proposal.pdf). 

 

https://www.sigsac.org/ccs.html
https://www.sigsac.org/sacmat.html
https://asiaccs2022.conferenceservice.jp/
http://www.sigsac.org/wisec/
http://www.codaspy.org/
https://dl.acm.org/journal/tops
https://dblp.org/db/conf/ccs/index.html
https://www.sigplan.org/sites/default/files/CACM-nominating-committee-proposal.pdf


As meetings grow (or shrink) in stature, we will periodically review the composition of the 

committee and respond appropriately, by either adding or dropping meeting delegates. 

Community members can request such changes by contacting the committee chair.  
 

Eligibility: All papers published in the covered conferences within the previous two years 

will be considered by the committee. That is, the committee evaluates research published 

during the two calendar years prior to the current nomination cycle. For example, the 2026 

committee considers papers from 2024 and 2025. Papers published in conferences/journals 

not in the above list are also eligible for consideration, but the committee does not take 

responsibility for proactively considering these venues. Community members may ask the 

committee to consider papers from such venues through the community‐nomination 

process, described below.  
 

Committee Candidates: Each of the members of the committee covering a particular 

conference will be responsible for reviewing the papers for that meeting in consultation with 

others from that community. We anticipate that this committee member will at least contact 

the program chairs for the relevant meeting and ask the chair to suggest one or two papers 

for consideration. We encourage the program chair to solicit input from members of the 

program committee. The committee member will then bring potential papers to the 

committee for a discussion.  
 

Community Candidates: Community members not on the committee may ask for papers to 

be considered by submitting to the committee chair a nominating proposal. Such a proposal 

must summarize the contribution of the paper and explain why the paper is suitable for 

inclusion in the CACM research series. Such a nominating proposal should be no more than a 

page in length. Authors may not self‐nominate. Proposals may be made anytime.  
 

Selection Process: The full committee (minus people with conflicts of interest) will discuss 

the candidate papers once or twice a year by email and/or a virtual meeting, both those 

arising from the committee and from any community candidates. The committee may solicit 

input from outside experts on the merits of any candidate papers. The committee will select 

for nomination to CACM those 3-5 papers per year that will benefit from the broad exposure 

afforded by CACM, taking into consideration  

a)​ the technical quality of the result (work must be a strong, novel research contribution),  

b)​ the likely interest from computer scientists in other areas and accessibility to a larger 

audience in the ACM community,  

c)​ the potential to create excitement (papers should have a little extra “pop” that sets 

them apart, even from other strong results in their field), and 

d)​ the potential to summarize the results in an 8‐page paper. 

For each paper nominated, the committee will send it to CACM:  

1.​ a copy of the paper  

2.​ a description of why the paper merits publication in CACM (1/2 page) 

3.​ a list of possible people (2-5) to write the Technical Perspective 
 

Conflicts of Interest: Committee members may not nominate their own papers for 

consideration. Committee members may not participate in the discussion on whether one of 
This procedure got inspired by the SIGPLAN CACM Research Highlights Nomination Proposal 
(https://www.sigplan.org/sites/default/files/CACM-nominating-committee-proposal.pdf). 

 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfdVIRWXXO-LtOqfvpXAw5hKpDc58aPsHyIo-Q0dj6YNhh3pQ/viewform
https://www.sigplan.org/sites/default/files/CACM-nominating-committee-proposal.pdf


their papers may be nominated to CACM. Other conflicts of interest should be disclosed to 

the committee chair, who will decide how to handle such conflicts. Committee members 

may recuse themselves from the discussion of any paper for reasons of conflict of interest. 

Papers by committee members may be nominated by the community‐nomination process.  
 

Publicity: The procedures under which this committee runs will be posted on the ACM 

SIGSAC website, as will the names of the people currently serving on the committee. 

Information about how to submit a paper to the committee will be on the website.  Each 

paper that the committee nominates to CACM will be listed on a web page in recognition of 

its high quality and interest.  
 

3)​ What is the timeline for nominating papers?  

The committee meets electronically at least once, possibly twice per year: in Nov/Dec (after 

CCS and co‐located meetings) and in June (after SACMAT, ASIACCS, CODASPY and co‐located 

meetings, possibly after WiSec). If the committee deems any papers published within the 

preceding time frame have met the threshold for nomination to CACM, the committee will 

submit nominations at that time. The total number of papers to be nominated by SIGSAC per 

year is 3-5 papers. The committee could strive to nominate 1-3 papers per nomination 

meeting time if two meetings are held, or 3-5 papers if one meeting is held only.  

 

SIGSAC CACM Research Highlights Committee Members: 

 

●​ Z. Berkay Celik (Chair), Purdue University 

●​ Xiaojing Liao (Co-Chair), University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 

●​ David Lie, University of Toronto 

●​ Hsu-Chun Hsiao, National Taiwan University  

●​ Adwait Nadkarni, William & Mary 

●​ Tianhao Wang, University of Virginia 

●​ Yinqian Zhang, Southern University of Science and Technology (SUSTech) 

Summary of Publishing at CACM 
1. Initial Selection and Consideration 

The SIGSAC Research Highlights Committee identifies candidate papers through two primary 

channels: 

●​ Committee Review: Committee members proactively review papers from major 

SIGSAC conferences (such as CCS, SACMAT, ASIACCS, WiSec, and CODASPY) and 

relevant journals. 

●​ Community Nomination: Other community members may nominate a paper they 

find particularly influential. However, authors are not permitted to self-nominate. 

2. Notification of Nomination 

This procedure got inspired by the SIGPLAN CACM Research Highlights Nomination Proposal 
(https://www.sigplan.org/sites/default/files/CACM-nominating-committee-proposal.pdf). 

 

https://www.sigplan.org/sites/default/files/CACM-nominating-committee-proposal.pdf


Once the committee decides to move forward with a specific paper, the authors will be 

notified of the nomination. At this stage, authors should keep the following in mind: 

●​ Reprint Status: The Research Highlight is essentially a reprint of the paper and does 

not count as a journal version. It will not preclude a later submission to a journal. 

●​ Participation: If authors do not wish to be featured, they should inform the 

committee at this stage so the nomination is not submitted to the CACM. 

3. Submission to CACM 

If the authors agree, the committee chair (the nominator) submits the paper to the CACM 

via the HotCRP portal. The committee provides: 

●​ The original PDF of the paper. 

●​ A brief justification explaining why the work is significant and of interest to a broad 

audience. 

●​ A list of suggested experts to write a Technical Perspective (TP) to accompany the 

paper. 

4. Editorial Review 

The CACM Editorial Board and outside experts review the nomination based on three 

criteria: 

1.​ Technical Strength: Is the research contribution novel and strong? 

2.​ Broad Interest: Is it relevant to the wider computing community? 

3.​ The Pop Factor: Does it have a quality that distinguishes it from other strong results? 

5. Final Decision and Technical Perspective 

If the paper is accepted, the CACM co-chairs will invite a senior expert (who has no conflict 

of interest with the authors) to write a one-page Technical Perspective. This introduction 

helps the general readership understand the importance of the work. The paper is then 

reprinted in a monthly issue of the CACM. 

 

This procedure got inspired by the SIGPLAN CACM Research Highlights Nomination Proposal 
(https://www.sigplan.org/sites/default/files/CACM-nominating-committee-proposal.pdf). 

 

https://www.sigplan.org/sites/default/files/CACM-nominating-committee-proposal.pdf
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